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On hehalf of Conicast Cable Communications, Inc. (""Comcast™), we hereby
submit for iiling Corncast's comments in response to the FCC’s Notice of Proposed
Ruleniaking regarding its regulations implementing thc Telephone Consumer Protection
Act of 1991. Comcast electronically filed a copy of these comments in CG Docket No.
2-278 on December 9, 2002, but received repcated error messages when attempting to
[ile thesc comments in the sccond docket, CC Docket No. 92-90. We have enclosed for
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upon successful 'riling of Comcast’s comments in the 02-27& docket.
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O1 1991
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COMMENTS OF COMCAST CABLE COMMUNICATIONS. INC.

Comeast Cable Communications, Ine ("Comeast™) herehy submits its comments in
respanse Lo the Federal Commuuications Commission’s (the " FCCTS” or the “Commission's™)
Further Notice ol Proposed Rulemaking ("NPRM™) relating to the FCC rules implementing the
Telephone Consumer Protection Act of 1991 (the “TCPA™). As is discussed below, Comcast
fullv supports the IFCC s elforts o protect consumers from lraudulent and deceptive
telemarketing practices. Comeast believes. however, that any changes 1o the FCCs rules
mplementing the TCPA (the ~Rules™) should not unnecessartly mterfere with Comcast’s
ongomg reeular communications with its existing customers via the telephone.

Founded in 1963, Comeast has a demonstrated history of leadership in the medha and
communications industries. As a result of the combination of"its cable operations with the cable
operations of AT&T Broadband Corp., Comcast is now the largest cable operator in the country.
serving approximately 22 mullion subscernibers.

Comeast atlributes much ot its succeess to the high-guahity customer service i provides,
ncluding through telemarketing services used to acquire and foster its relationships with existing
and potentiat customers. Most customers can contact Comeast via telephone and speak with a
live customer service representative 24 hours a day. 7 days a week, 365 days a year. The

telephone s asimple and effective means ol interacting with consumers about the variety ot



leatures and services Comeast offers, as well as the extent to which such service ofter ngs and

choices can be best modilied w address the needs of individual customers. The ability to mteract

dircetty with customers or potential customers via the telephone is particularly important in

explaming new service offerigs that have become available as a result of Comeast's deployment

[ vic

ol broadband services, such as d co, high detinition digital 1elevision, video on demand

and high speed Inemet aceess.
Ciiven the important role that telemarketing plays m Comeast’s customer care operations,
Comeast s very concerned thal changes to the Rules not interfere with its ability to effectively

and conventently serve its enstomers. The TCPA authorizes, but does not require, the

Commission to create a national do-not-call registry. Althouch Comcast agrees that a national

do-not-call list could help to ensure that consumer privacy interests are respected, Comeast also

behieves 1 ion by the I'CC of a natonal do-nat-call vegistry, absent certain

A

the tmplemen
changes, could have adverse consequences for both consumers and businesses. In particular,

Comcast urges the Commission o matntain, in its current form, the “established business

relationship™ exemption provided under the Commission’s rules implementing the TCPA. In

addimon, Comeast believes that the FCC should consider precisely how any national do-not-call

tstry adopted by the Comnussion would operate i relation to the national do-not-call registry

de Commssion (C11TC7) Comeast strongly

currently under consideranon by (he
helieves that any do-not-call registry created at the national level should be combined in a single

hase and implemented so as 10 apply to all businesses without exempting those industries

with respeet o which the I 1C does not hove jurisdiction. Ideally, the national do-not-call

registry would preempi the requirements of the approxmmately twenty-seven states that have



adopred individuai do-not-call Tists. thereby substantially lessening the costs and reducing the
complesity ol complving with these faws.

l. A National Do-Net-Call Registry Should Retlect the Commission’s Current
I'stablished Business Relationship Exception.

Mhe NPRM secks comment on whether the Commission should narrow its definition of
an established busmess relatonship”™ moimplementing a national do-nar-call list. Comcast
believes that the FCCs Termulation of the established business relationship exemption under its
current rules accurately reflects the legisfative history underlying the TCPA. Moreover, the
current rule is appropriately flexible and encompasses the range of custemer communications
that Congress itended o protect, meluding communmications that are designed to rencw
customer relationships and o communicate important information about additional products and
services

The TUPA authorized the FCC 1o create o single national database to compile a list of
telephone numbers ol residentiat subscribers who object o reeeiving telephone solicitations.™
Under the statute, the term “telephone soliciation™ 15 delined so as to exclude calls to “any
person with whom the caller has an established business relationship.™ Therefore, when it
cnacted the TCPA, Congress ellectively precluded the FOC [rom using o national database to
prevent telemarkeung calls o persons with whom the calicr has formed an “established business
relationship.™

The legmslative history underlying the TCPA illustrates that the estabhished business

relationship exemption was adopted by Congress in order to strike a balance between “barring all

“AT LSOO 27000
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calls 1o those subscribers who object] (o unsolicited calls™ and the legislature's “desire to not
unduly nterfere with ongoing business relationships.™ To provide ag much protection us
possible Lo the Tormer interest. while respecting the Titer. Congress “adopted an exeeption to the
generat rule  that abjecting subseribers shoukd not be called  which enables businesses o
continue established business relationships with customers . . 7 In fact, according 1o the
House Report, the established busiess relatonship exemption was intended to enable busmesses
to place cails that “butld upon. lollow up. or renew, within a reasonable period of time,”

. . { - ' - : L
customer refationshups.” The House Committee expressly recognized that “consumers who
previously have expressed mterest in products or services otlered by a telemarketer are unlikely
to be surprised by calls from such companies or 1o conswder them intrusive.™

The THouse Reporn also establishes that the statutory exempnion for calls furthering

“established business relationships™ was expressly designed to cover calls by cable lelevision
systems operators 1o therr existing subsertbers:

“Under the excepuion adopted by the Comnuttee, an established

busimess relatonship would include a business entity’s existing

customers, lorwhich an extabhished business relationship is clearly

present. T herefores maguzines, cable television franchises, and

newspapers all could call their current subscribers o continue their

subseriptions even il such subscribers objected 1o funsolicited”

commerciul calls. . . In the Committee’s view. an estabhished

busiess relatonship also could be based upon any prior

transactlion. negottation or inguiry between the called party and the
. s
husiness entily.

PSee TLRC Rep. No 102-317, au 13-16 (1991) [hereinaller. House Report]

Tl 13199,

.
Hovuve Report HURC Rep. Noo 102317 at 13
“ o 14,



Londer the FCCTs current rules implementing the TCPA, an “established business

relationship™ 1~ delined as:

SA prior or existing relauonship formed by a voluntary (wo-way

communication berween o person or entily and a residennal

subscriber with or without an exchange of consideration, on the

basis ol an inquiry, apphication. purchase or transaction by the

residential subsceriber regarding products or services offered by

such person or entity, which relationship has not been previously

. . )

terminaled by cither parny.
fn adopting this delintion: the Commission coneluded. based on the legislative history and the
coments submitted durige s rolemaking proceeding. thal ™o solicilation 1o someone with
whotm a prior business relatonship exists does not adversely alTeel subscriber privacy

LT - . . . -
 The current delinition is necessarily lexible to encompass the various types of

inferests.”
customer communications that Congress intended to protect, and enables cuble systems,
newspapers and other companies to renew costomer relationships and to communicate with
cxishing customers regarding te full range ol products and services that they olfer.

The NPRM asks whether the Commission should “consider modilying the definition ol
“established business relationship™ so that a company (that has an estabhished relationship with a
customer based an one type of product o service may not call consumers on the do-not-call list
o advertise a different service or pr().duu.”” Liminng the delinition in this manner. however,
woutld be contrary 1o the statutery Liinguage, which broadly exempts all calls to persons “with

whony 1the caller has an established busmess relatonship.”™ Neither the statute nor its legislative

history supgest a radonale Tor limiting calls wilth existing customers 10 solicitations with respect

TATCIR S 64 120000)(4).

" Rudes and Revulations Implementing the Telephane Consumer Protection Act of 1991, CC
Docket No.92-90, Report and Order, 7 FOC Red 8752, 8770 (1992) (“First TCPA Order ™).

TNPRAL 67 Ted. Reg. at 62670



to the product or service thar formed the basis of the existing relationship - Rather, the legislative
history mdhcates thar Congress specitically had in mind exempting sohicitations that offer new or
different products or services 1o a aaller™s existing customers. The Touse Report explains that
under the established busiess relationship excepuion “[a] person wha recently bought a piece of
merchandise may receive a call from the retatler regarding special otters or information - on
related Lines of merchandise. Jand af Toan ollicer or lnancial consultant may call a telephone
subscriber who had requested a loan or bought auto nsurance a couple ol months ago to pitch
new loan offerings or other types of insurance.™

Moreover. any il on the types of services that can be marketed under the estabhshed
business relationship exemption could undermime the Commission’s pelicics aimed al promot:ng
the rapid deployinent of new broadband services. Comeast already has made enormous capital
expenditures to expand its array ol advanced video and data services. ncluding interactive
prosramming gudes, high definttion digital video services, high-speed cable modem Internet
access, pay-per-view and video-on-demand services. multiple channels ol digital musie, and
catble telephony. Targeted 1elemarketing campaigns timed to coincide with the roll out of system
upgrades i particudar connmunities have proven among the most eflective and convenient means
of informung customers aboul these new services.

While Comeast supports the Commission’s goeal of respecting consumer privacy., limiting
the definition of an established business relationship could instead restrict consumer choices and
miterlere with Comeast's ability 1o convenently mform customers of new scrvice offerings,

thereby hindermg widespread adoption of broadband services Comeast’s customers have been

extremely receplive o fearning aboul new service offerings, adopting these new, advanced

" House Report, 1LR. Rep. Noo 102317, al 14-15,
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services at very high rates. Por example, subscriptions to broadband Internet services. which are
crincal o the contmued growth ol the biternet cconomy, have surged in recent vears, and the
troduction ol high definition television services to subseribers is an essential component of
advancing the digital transition. The efficient and effective use of telemarketing to inform
consumers ol the avatlability and advantages ol high-speed Internet access, hich definition
lelevision and other evolving digital cable services 15 eritical to then future growth. Comcast
believes that o would be counterproductive for the Commussion to restrict the ability of cable
eperators 1o markel new broadband services at the same time as the Commission 1s encouraging
wdusury o mvest i thenr Turther deployment.

The Comnssion alse seeks comment on whether the established business relationship
exemption should be Timted so as o apply only m the case of consumers who have made an
mquiry within a specilicd period of tme. ' Comeast believes that the enormous variety of
rcasons that may Jeid o a lapse ol time berween communications with prior or prospective
customers 15 likely to render arbioacy any iemporal restriction on the established business
relationshiup exemption. The digital video, Internet access and broadband scrvices markels are
rapidly cvolving, both in terms ol the new serviees that are becoming available and the various
competitors that are providing them. Customer decisions 1o usc or change providers may depend
on o owide tange of ctors, meluding serviee avanlability, product Teatures and pricing and
customer sauslaction

I this Inghly complex and competiive market, resiricting the ability ol service providers
(o contact prospective or previous customers based on an arbitrary fime-periods unnecessanly

mierferes with ability thew ability to etfectively commumeate with customers. Unlike print or

VORALGT Ted. Reo an 62673



(elecast promotions, telemarketing allows consumers to mteract with Comcast’s cuslomer service
representatives, who can benter explain the fearures of Comcust’s suite ot advanced services and
twlor cholces o meet the needs of mdividual consumers. Outhonnd telemarketing has proven
crivically muportant to Comceust’s suceesslul deployment ol digital video and broadband services.
The lugh adaption raes associated with telemarketimg of new serviee oflerings indicate that
consumers recerve langible benefits when contacted by companies they know and trust.
Telemarkenng is among the fastest means ot mforming consumers when new scrvices become
avitilable in therr neighborhoods. Any limitation of the established business reiationship
exeniption should not restrict the ability ot cable operators to contact existing and prospective
customers as they roll out new service offerings or expand the reach of their cable franchises.

il. Any National Do-Not-Call Registry Should Impose a Single, Uniform Standard.

In the event the FCC concludes thata nanonal do-not-call List 1s necessary to protect the
privacy of residential telephone subscribers, it should recognize the importance of establtshing a
sinele set of uniform rules implementing such a registry. As between the FCC and the FTC, the
FCC s T better positioned o implement and enforee a uniform set of regulations governing «
national do-not-catl registry I fact, unhike the FTC, the FCC is spectlically authorized by the
TCPA o require the establishment and operation of a simgle national database 1o compile a list
ol telephone numbers of residential subseribers who object w receving telephone

o ol 4
solicitations.

e FYC has no parallel authority under the Telemarketing Consumer Fraud and
. 5
Abuse Prevention Acl

Fhe FCCTs jurisdiction over busimesses that solicit consumers by telephone is not subject

(o the junsdictional hmitations faced by the FTC The FTC's proposed national do-not-call rules

AT LS8 227



would not, for example. be applicable to banks. credit unions, savings and loan mstitutions,
COMIon carriers or msuranee companies, all of which are expressly exempted from coverage
under the FEC Act'™ The FTCS jurisdictional limitstions would result in confusion for
consumers who believe they have registered with the national do-not-call registry but continue to
recerve teiemarketing calls from members ol the various idustries that are not subject to the
urisdictuon of the 'TC. Morcover, under the FTC s hmited jurisdiction, cable operators and
other businesses would be subject 1o restrictions that would not be applicable to their direct
campetitors. hny paroeular. commot carriers that provide Internet aceess. high speed DSL, and
video services 1o residentiat subseribers would be exempted from the F TCs rules, even though
their direet competitors in the cable mdustry would not be exempred.

In decidme whether and how to implement a national do-not-call registry, the
Commission also should consider the consticuhional implications associated with outlawing
commerciul speech between businesses and their existing or potential customers. While a
national do-not-call list may. i and ol iscell, umeasonably idertere with legitimate commercial
speech. any such regulatory scheme promulgated by the I'TC as opposed to the FCC s less likely
o survive constitutional scrutiny. The FTC s proposed do-not-call rules include so many
cxoiptions as W make them unbikely 1o “directly and matenally advance” any governmental
mierest m protecting privicy. Y Iherelore, i a tederal do-not-call registry is adopted, it should

be done under the auspices of the TCPA and implemented by rules promulgated by the FCC.

OIS ULS.CL 8 6101-6108.
U See FTC Notice. 67 Fed. Reg. 44924493 (Fanuary 30, 2002)

o Grearer New Cvfeans Broad. Ass ooy, Uited States, 527 LS. 173, 181 (1999)
tholding that “jifhe operation ol the [easine wambling statute] and its attendant regulatory regime

15 5o picreed by exemptions and meonsistencies that the Government cannot hope to exonerate
nl

- Sew. vy
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Maorcover al the C w ultimately adopus o national telemarketing doy-not-call

try. it should in doneyg @0 tits qurisdiction over all interstate telemarketing calls.

rew

Consistent with the Communcations Act of 1934 8 general preemptive eftect over state

ton ol interstate wire communications. Congress unambiguously intended that any

[ederal do-not-call registry implemented pursuant 1o the TCPA 50kl preempt state do-nuvi-van

ists and related procedurel requirements. [ fact, the House Report accompanying the TCPA

notes that “the House Committee || believes that because state laws will be preempted, the

Federal statute must be sulficiently comprehensive and detailed [to] ensure States” interests are

ol , .
In addition, accordmg to Senator Hollings who sponsored the TCPA

advanced and protected.
i the Scnate. | plursuant 1o the general precmptive effect of the Communications Act of 1Y34,
(s Jtate reaulation of mierstale communications, including mterstate communications initiated tor

2 . ~ "
teicmarketing purposes, 1s precmpled. Mhe Teaislatve history thus evidences Congress

national do-not-call] database permitied

mtenton that “if the FCC requires establishiment of the
i subsection ¢ 3). Stawe or local authorives” reculatton ol telephone solicitations must be based

by the 1°CC ™

upoen the reguirements mpose

wve estabhished state-administerer do-not-

Approximuely twenty-seven sules already

call hists that impose varving requirements and costs on telemarketers. These costs include tes

charged (o aceess such Lists i order to comply with cach state™s law, updating company
telemarketing lists based on (he state do-not-call lists on @ regular basis s0 1 to comll]y with

spectiie statutary requirements, and devoting resourees necessary 1o monnor and comply with

T LSO S 1R2a)

" House Reporr, 1ER. Rep. Noo 102-317. a1 20.

137 Cong. Ree. SIRTSTeNov. 27, 1991).
N House Reporr, FLR. Rep. No. 102-317. a1 25,



the proliferating set ol state elemarketing laws and regulations, I addition, the absence of a
anitorm means ol maintnming and providing access to the state do-not-call Lists makes it
cxtremely burdensome for companies o conduct national telemarkening campaigns. In fact. in
(he absence ol federal preemption, a company many need (o compare a st of current or
prospective customers that it wishes 10 contact by telephone with a national do-not-call list, its
own company maintined do-not-call Tist and the do-not-call lists of some twenty-seven different
NHITEE

The administrative and technological burdens associated with registening with those

states” regulatory agencies and suppressing telemarketing lists with cach such state’s do-not-call

ISLIMPOSC UNNECessary cosis on compames that engage 1n nation-wide telemarketing campaigns
Adopting i single. unitorm dandurd wso would be far more convenient and less confusing tor
constmers. AL minimum. the 1-CC should provide telemarketers witl Lhe abriity to comply
with the national do-not-cail rules i the case of merstate calls and the state do-not-call laws in
the case of purely intrastate telenn ketg campaigns. Providing tor a uniform set of standards
would significantly case the burdens imposed on legitimate businesses while at the same time
simplifving the steps that must e followed by consumers who do not wanted to be contacted by
telephone.

. The Commission’s National Do-Not-Call Scheme Should Require Subscribers to

Renew Their Do-Not=-Call Requests On a Yearly Basis So As To Ensure The
Continued Accuracy of The Do-Not-Call Database,

The Commission has reguested comments on what options the Commnussion nught pursuc
t satisfy the requirement in Section 227(c)03y D of the TCPA that Lhe FCCs national do-not-

call regulations “specify the frequency with which such database will be updated ...

N h: 07 at



Felephone numbers change for at least sixteen o twenty percent of the popuiation cach yca|',1"
meaning thal within five years. almost all of the numbers on a do-not-call list would belong to
drfferent subseribers. many of whom may not have elected to be included on such a list.
Comeast thus believes that  veasonable pertod of time Gor the Commission Lo refain names and
numbers on o natwonal do-not-cail lst is no longer than twelve months Trom the date of a
consumer’s initial registration. or from any subsequent renewal. Because autontated registry
systems are available tor maintenance al a do-not-call list, ™ Comeast does not believe that
consumers would find annual renewal 1o be un oncrous process. The Commission also should
consider implementing authenticanion mechantsms necessary to ensure that only subscribers ol
record will be able to place thenr numbers onany fal nationad do-not-call list. Finally, the
Comnission should allow relemarketers that reasonably believe that a number included in the
national registry has been reassigned Lo remove thal number from thetr suppression lists.

IV, The Commission Should Provide A “Safe Harbor™ Provision in Its National Do-Not-

Call Scheme To Shield Sellers and Telemarketers I'rom Liability For Inadvertently
Calling A Suppressed Number.

Should the Comnussion decides thar a national do-not-call registry 1s in the public

mierest, i should adopt reasonmable “sale harbor™ protections Tor telemarketers that make diligent,

1 See Comments of The Direet Marketing Assoctation and The US. Chamber of Commerce 1n
FTCs Felemarketing Sales Rule Rulemaking Proceeding (FTC File No. R411001), at 12 (Aprl
2002). available ar hipfwww [l covios‘commentsidnepapercomments/04/dma.pdf (last visited

Nowv, 12, 2002) TCPA Report and Order, TECCROBTS2, 8759 (1992). citing Comments of
AT& T mthe FCCS Telemarkenng Rulemaking Proceeding (CC Docket No. 92-90) (1992).

- See Caroline 12 Maver, /1€ dun-Telemarkerer List Wonld Face Heavye Demand. Washington
Fost, March 19, 2002, ¢ hup:www o washingtonpost.comywp-dvn/furticles/ A4 7200-
2002Mur L8 il ¢ To colleet names. the agency 1s not planning to rely. as most states have. on
operators o the Internet. Consumers who want (o sign up would have 1o call in from the phOﬂ€
aumber they want histed on the do-not-call registry. The number would be automancally
“captured” i the databose. and the consumer would have to verify it by entering the number
again. That's all we need.” 1. Howard Beales 11 divector of the FTC's Burcau of Consumer
Protecuon] sid 7).




cood tuith elforts to comply with the Commission”s rules but madvertently call a number that
appears o the Commussion’s do-not-call list. A reasonable sale harbor provision would shicld
telemarketers from Liability 11 they have obtamed and reconciled then lists against the names
andéor numbers m the Commission’s national registry within ninety days of making the call in
question. The 1TC, in connection with 1ts Telemarketing Sales Rule, noted that “strict hiability is
mappropriate where a company has made a good faith etlort to comply with the [Telemarketing

25
Comcasl

Sales| Rule™s requirenients and has implemented reasonable procedures to do so.”
belicves that soer habihiny s salarly inappropriate under the TCPA.

V. The Commission Should Refrain From Adding Burdensome New Requirements ‘J'o
Its Company-Specific *“Do-Not-Call” Rules.

Fhe Commuission has reguested comment on whether it should consider additional

medilications that would atlow consumers additional means ol registerg their numbers on
- . . - -

companyv-specific do-not-call Tists, 1 they are retined under any revisions to the Rules.™ The
Commission suzeests requirmg lelemarketers to provide 2 toll-lree telephone number and/or Lo
establish o web site that consumers could use to place thewr name and number on @ company-
specilic dosnot-call st 1 Turther asks il companies should be required o “respond
alfirmatively o such requests or otherwise provide some means ol confirmation so that
constiners may vertly that ther requests have been procc.\'wd.":H Comeast believes such
reguirements would serve little purpose other than o burden legitimate businesses that faithfully
honor consumers do-not-call requests, and would be imeflective in preventing misconduct by

those who do not ol into that category

T See 67 Fed. Reg. 4492, 4520 (proposed Jan. 30. 2002) (10 be codified at 16 C F.R. pt. 310)
UNPRA 07 Fed. Reg. at 62669
i
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V. The Commission Should Retfrain From Atfirmatively Requiring the Use of
Telecommunications Equipment That Supports Caller 1D.

The Commission has usked for comment regarding whether relemarketers should
“transmit the name and telephone number of the calling party. when possible. or prohibit them

2l

lrom blocking or aiering the tansmission of such mlomation.”™” Comeast believes any
additional restrictions should be Tmited to prohibiting falsificaton or dehiberate blocking of
caller 1Ly information by a telemarketer using equipment capable of transmitting such
information. The Commission should not affirmatively require trunsmussion of cailer [D
iformation hecause ol the rechoieal nstations assocaled with transmitting such information
through existing systems. as well as the burden associated with replacing such systems. Sceveral
of Comcast's telemarkering contractors, for exampie, use proprietary dialers that are incapable of
transnutting such mformation. Furthermore, Comeasts contractlors also use trunk or T-1 Tines
that are cost-eliective but olten meapuble of transmitting caller ID information, or ¢capable ol
transmitting only o non-callable tunk exchange number that 1s useless o consumers and has the

notential o cause conlusion.

VII.  The Commission Should Refrain I'rom Imposing a Predictive Dialer Abandonment
Rate That Is Lower Than Three To Five Percent,

e Commission has asked whether it should adopt rules 1o vestrict the use of predichive
- ‘ . . oo 30
dialers as well as whether it shoudd set a maximum rate of permissible abandoned calls.
Comcast (eels strongly that o maximum “abandonment rate”™ should be no lower than five

percent (3% Requinmg predictive dhalers 1o be setat a rate less than five percent would

Ml al 62670,
TNPRAL 07 Fed Reg.al 62670,
Ll Al 62671



drasticatly reduce the cificiency ol elemarketing call centers. For example, in the event that
Comeastis Torced to operate its predictive dialers at o maximum acceptable abandonment rate of
three percent %) averape coll conter productivity would drop Lo approximately ten (10)
contacls per operator per howr At a maximum one percent abandonment rate. Comeast estimates
that ts call center productivity would Tall to only three (3} or four (4) contacts per operator, per
hour. A zero percent (U%) abandonment rale would result i a cost-prohibitive Toss of
productivity and probably would Torce Comeast o severely curtatl or altogether eliminate
oulbound callimy.

Comeast’s estimates are consistent with data compiled by the Amencan Teleservices
Association {"ATA™). According to the ATA, nincty-four percent (94%) of all call centers could
operate ctficientty at a five percent abandenment rate. while only sixty percent (600%4) could
aperate elfictently at a three percent masimum abandoned call setting. and only seven percent
(7%0) could operaie ellicrently at v one percent maxim:um setting.”! These data support the
adoption of a live percent maximum abandonment rite sctting as the best means of balancing
consumers” interest 1 avaiding “dead an™ calls with the econontie mrerest in promoting call

center efliciency.

Comcast appreciates the opportunity o subimit these comments and hopes that the
Commission will strike the appropriate balance between prowecting consumers” legitimate
privicy interests and addressing the legitimate busimess concerns of companies that engage

vitluable 1elemarketing,

© See Californta Workshop: Predictive Dialervs and Abandoned Calls. November 6, 2002,

aviaifable ar hiup2www alaconnectorgshidoes/govtrelmews 200 2/nov/capue. itm {last visited
Nowo 12,2002,



Respecttully submutred,

s Joe War

Mr lee Way

VI Lxternal Attairs and Public Policy Counsel
Comeast Corporation

500 Muarkel Street

Mhiladetphia, PA 19102-2148

(215) 0605-1700

A Peter O Cassal

Peter C. Cassal, bsq.

Dow, Lohnes & Albertson, PLLC

200 New Hampshire Ave., NW

Washinglon, DC 20036-6802

(2021 770-2724

Counscl for Comeast Cable Communications, Inc.

December U, 2002
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